Erratum {#Sec1}
=======

After publication of the original article \[[@CR1]\] the authors found that the case number "n" had been incorrectly marked for each Gleason group in Figure [1g](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"} (Fig. [1g](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}).Fig. 1ENDOD1 is downregulated in PCa tissues with high Gleason scores. **a**-**f** Representative images showed the ENDOD1 immunostaining intensity. BPH tissues showed negative (**a**) and moderate (**b**) ENDOD1 staining. PCa tissues showed negative (**c**), strong (**d**), and moderate (**e**) and weak (**f**) ENDOD1 staining, respectively. Magnification 200×. **g**, Immunoreactivity scores (IRS) analysis of ENDOD1 in BPH tissues and PCa tissues. IRS were determined by multiplying the level of staining intensity (negative = 0, weak = 1, moderate = 2, strong = 3) and percentage of positively stained cells (0% = 0, \<10% = 1, 11--50% = 2, 51--80% = 3, \>80% = 4). Results indicated that PCa tissues with higher Gleason scores (Gleason score ≥ 7) showed significantly lower ENDOD1 expression than that with low Gleason score and BPH tissues. \**P*\<0.05; \*\**P*\<0.01

The biopsy Gleason group information had been used in the original article:

BPH: n=30

GS≤6: n=25

GS=7: n=13

GS≥8: n=12

Data should instead have been taken from the post-operative Gleason group, and the figures should therefore appear as the following in Figure [1g](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}:

BPH: n=30

GS≤6: n=22

GS=7: n=10

GS≥8: n=18

A corrected, full version of Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"} with the above amendments has been included in this Erratum.

Corrected Figure [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}

The online version of the original article can be found under doi:10.1186/s12885-017-3330-5
